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Cau,tion, Competition Ahead 
Sy l a m u  K. Uvlrmin 9/2YQI 

Wlth Me AT&T breakup two dmades w~a, tha lbeel s p b m  wae bequsathed to sdven regional 
Bell mmopllsa (now, through margerm, just four) w h k  AT8T went into the langdlatancs 
buslness I 

But, until lately, local cmpetCtM hwTt heppened - rnelnly b e r u m  oflaw8ulta end foot- 
dragglng by the M I 5  & and, 88  you wuld expect In 3 monopoly mwkM, rate& haw risen and 
aervice dilmrlorated. N w ,  much gr the uriderbrwh has k e n  cleared, and d&te pubk utlllty 
commWiorrk am psulng the hlghwgy b competltlon by mttlng sensible WE-P p r b s .  

hlkhbgan M the way mora then B year BQO, end llllrrols, New YorCr, Indba. New Jersey, 
Callfornla and Ohio h3w kllawed. The Bells' mpetitors haw respended by Mering ssrvbm In 
thaae st~tes  and mwal o t h m  with hopeful p r o s m ,  and the Bells haw w u n M ,  







son of the Secretary of State, ware to panic and owdurn a m&r pdlcy achievement for the 



DARJC FIBER: TEXAS SEES THE LIGHT 

* 
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CLEO h Texas are Impaired Without Unbundled Accws to Dark 
Fiber 

N m d i s c l i m h s t o ~  Access to UNE Dark Fiber hcludes Accesn to 
Umspliwd or Unterminated FEber and the TLEC Must Splice or 
Terminate that Fiber for the CLEC ILECs Muat Provide A ~ c m e  to All 
h o p s  

CLECs May Access ILEC D3rk Fiber at Existing Splice Cmw 

Spliciag or Terminating a Dark Piber doee not Coastitnfe 
'Constructiony of a Network Element 

Use ReslrictlonB on UNE Dark Fiber are Unwarranted 



CLEC3 in Texm are Impaired Without Unbundled Access to 
Dark Fiber 
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Dark fiber at Existing Splice Cases 
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Splicing or Terminatiw a Dark Fiber does not Constitute 
cConstruction' of a Network Element 
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ILECs Must Provide Access to All Loops 

. ’ ’  I 

Use Restrictions on UNE Dark Fiber are Unwarranted 
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Dark Fiber U E s  

++ Requires the greatest capital i nvestrnent 
from the CLEC 

A Dark Fiber UNEs cannot exist if BQCs are 
not required to splice (just like D S l  loop 
c~nditicaning)--Supported by several states 
80Cs should not be allowed to deny CtECs 
the abitity to offer diverselredundant routes 
to their customers 

-/\:> Require “network neutral” engineering 
environment 
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Recommendations A 
ep- 

1 A EPGN needs regulatory certainty 
--Affirm that the Telecorn Act and current FCC 

-Enforce the Telecom Act and FCC regulations 
regulatians need time to work 

4b Reaffirm that CLECs are impaired without 
dark fiber and high capacity toop and 
transport UNEs 
Stop BOC use restrictiuns on UNEs tu enable 
wholesale and retail competition tu thrive 

d+ Reaffirm that TELRIC methodology provides 
flexibility and proper return on capital 
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